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APPENDIX A: NPS DIRECTOR’S ORDERS

NPS Director’s Orders consulted as part of this planning process are listed below, followed by a
description of the purpose of each order.

e #6: Interpretation and Education

e #12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making
e #28: Cultural Resource Management

#28B: Archeology

#48: Commercial Services

#77: Natural Resource Management

#77-1: Wetland Protection

#77-2: Floodplain Management

#83: Public Health

#87A: Park Roads Standards

Director’s Order #6: Interpretation and Education

Director’s Order #6 was approved in December, 1986. The purpose of this Director’s Order is to
supplement Management Policies with operational policies and procedures necessary to maintain
effective, high-quality interpretive and educational programs. This order supports goal categories
I'and II of the NPS Strategic Plan, which call for “Preserving Park Resources” and “Providing for
the Public Enjoyment and Visitor Experience of Parks.” This order also states:

The goal of the NPS interpretive and educational programs is to provide memorable and
inspirational learning and recreational experiences, foster the development of a personal
stewardship ethic, and broaden public support for preserving park resources (NPS 2004i).

Director’s Order #12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and
Decision-Making

Director’s Order #12, was approved on January 8, 2001. This directive, with its associated
handbook, offers guidance by which the NPS carries out its responsibilities to implement the
policy and procedures specified under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).
NEPA describes the process by which decisions are made relating to Federal actions that have the
potential to affect resources such as water, air, endangered and threatened species and, economic
and recreational opportunities. Director’s Order #12 recommends the following (NPS 2001d and
2001e):

e Use of interdisciplinary approaches and principles in decision-making;

e Decisions based on technical and scientific information;

e Establishment of benchmarks demonstrating best management processes (such as resource
councils and project review teams) in development, analysis, and review of projects;

e Use of alternative dispute resolution and other processes to resolve internal and external
disputes;

e Peer review panels to address conflicts among resource specialists regarding validity and
interpretation of data and resource information;

e Analysis of impairment of resources as part of the environmental impact analysis process; and

e Post-litigation review and analysis of decision-making for potential improvements to
resource-based decisions.

Director’s Order #28: Cultural Resource Management
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Director’s Order #28 was issued in 1998, along with NPS-28, Cultural Resource Management
Guideline. In recognizing the importance of protecting cultural resources, this order provides
guidelines for management decisions and activities that could affect cultural resources directly or
indirectly (NPS 1998c). The order was created as a supplement to the NPS Management Policies
document. This directive provides guidance on management of cultural resources and includes
sections concerned with the following:

e research: to identify, evaluate, document, register, and establish other basic information about
cultural resources;

e planning: to ensure that this information is well integrated into management processes for
making decisions and setting priorities; and

e stewardship: under which planning decisions are carried out and resources are preserved,
protected, and interpreted to the public.

Director’s Order #28B: Archeology

This director’s order was approved October 12, 2004 as a supplement to Director’s Order #28. It
recognizes the importance of protecting archeological resources and provides information
needed to implement laws and policies when carrying out certain activities that have the potential
to affect these resources. This directive provides management guidelines for planning, reviewing,
and undertaking archeological activities and other actions that may affect archeological resources
within the National Park System. It also outlines the way in which the NPS can fulfill its
responsibilities to provide assistance with archeological resources located outside the national
parks. This order and its reference manual provide more specific guidance on particular
archeological subjects than Director’s Order #28 and the Cultural Resource Management
Guideline Release No. 5 (NPS 1998d).

Director’s Order #48: Commercial Services

Director’s Order #48 consists of two parts, #48A: Concessions Management, and #48B:
Commercial Use Authorization. Both parts are in the process of development and since neither of
these director’s orders have been approved, the principal source of guidance on these issues is
Chapter 10 of the 2001 edition of Management Policies (NPS 2000). Chapter 10: Commercial
Visitor Services provides direction for policies concerning concessions operations, contracting
and planning for commercial visitor services. Authorization of a concessions contract is based on
whether the facility or service :

e Isnecessary and appropriate for the public use and enjoyment of the park in which it is
located, and identified needs are not, nor can they be, met outside park boundaries;

e Will be provided in a manner that furthers the protection, conservation, and preservation of
the environment, and park resources and values;

e Incorporates sustainable principles and practices in planning, design, siting, construction,
utility systems, selection and recycling of building materials, and waste management; and

e Will enhance visitor use and enjoyment of the park without causing unacceptable impacts to
park resources or values.

Director’s Order #77: Natural Resource Management

Director’s Order #77 is being developed to serve as a reference manual that replaces NPS #77:
The Natural Resource Management Guideline, issued in 1991. This director’s order provides
complete guidance for National Park employees charged with the management, conservation and
protection of existing natural resources within the National Park System. Sections concerned
with air, cave and karst features, disturbed land, freshwater, geologic resources, paleontological
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resources and soils have been completed. Additional sections regarding resource uses, planning,
and program administration and management are included as well. Other sections will be added
as they are reviewed and comments from resource specialists are incorporated (NPS 2004k).

Director’s Order #77-1: Wetland Protection

Director’s Order 77-1 was issued in 1998 to replace 1980 wetland guidance and then reissued
October 30, 2002 to provide policies, requirements and standards that translate the intent of
Executive Order 11990 into procedural practice. Executive Order 11990: “Protection of
Wetlands” (42 Federal Register 26961) was issued in 1977 by President Carter. The purpose of the
executive order was to “... avoid to the extent possible the long and short term adverse impacts
associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect
support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative...” The goal of
“no net loss of wetlands” was adopted in 1989 and continues to be supported by subsequent
administrations. Some of the provisions included in Procedural Manual #77-1 are (NPS 2002e):

e alongterm goal of increasing net wetlands throughout the parks

¢ wetland inventories will be conducted throughout the parks or acquired from sources such as
the National Wetlands Inventory

e the publication “Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States”
(Cowardin et al. 1979) will be used as the standard for defining, classifying and inventorying
wetlands

e when planning a new action or development, the NPS will first avoid adverse wetland impacts
where practicable, then minimize impacts that can not be avoided, and only mitigate (through
restoration of degraded wetlands) when there are unavoidable adverse wetland impacts

Director’s Order #77-2: Floodplain Management

Director’s order #77-2 was issued on September 8, 2003 with its associated Procedural Manual
77-2 to replace Special Directive 93-4, “Floodplain Management.” The purpose of this director’s
order is to carry out the intent of Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management”, issued May
28, 1980. The goal of the executive order was “to avoid to the extent possible the long and short
term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid
direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative”
(NPS 2003e). The director’s order requires Federal agencies to take steps during project planning
and develop policy that will:

e Reduce the potential for losses due to flooding;
e Minimize the risks posed by floods on human safety, health and welfare; and
e Restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values of floodplains.

Director’s Order #83: Public Health

On August 3, 2003, Director’s Order #83: Public Health was issued to replace the 1999 edition of
the order. The purpose of this director’s order is to ensure that NPS complies with public health
legislation when operating and maintaining food service, water supply and waste management
facilities, public beaches, swimming pools and lodging facilities. The NPS Public Health Program
aids in evaluating parks for potential health risks and environmental compliance. Public Health
Program staff instructs NPS personnel on issues pertaining to health hazards and provides
information via fact sheets, submissions to Ranger Morning Reports and its internet and intranet
web sites. Modifications were made to the previous edition that included the following (NPS
2003f):
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e Parks are not required to operate drinking water systems under more rigorous guidelines than
the primacy agency’s requirements

e Parks are not required to operate wastewater systems under more rigorous guidelines than
the primacy agency’s requirements

e Operators of non-public drinking water systems must have appropriate training, but
certification is not required

e Guidance concerning bathing beaches, swimming pools, and spas and hot tubs is combined in
the Recreational Waters section

e An additional section regarding vector-borne and zoonotic diseases is included

Director’s Order #87A: Park Roads Standards

Director’s Order #87A was issued on July 9, 1984 to provide guidance regarding construction and
maintenance of National Park Service roads. This director’s order was developed by the Road
Standards Task Force with technical assistance from the Federal Highway Administration. It was
intended to replace the 1968 Park Road Standards and include appropriate procedures to comply
with requirements under the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982. The standards were
developed while taking into consideration the need for NPS to protect and preserve the natural
and historical resources of the parks. The standards are intended to provide flexibility during the
planning and design phases to account for variations in the type of use and terrain surrounding
and underlying roadways or proposed roadways (NPS 1984).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TRC Garrow Associates (TRC) conducted a cultural and historic landscape assessment for the
Elkmont Historic District (EHD) in Sevier County, Tennessee, during 2003-2004. The work was
performed as a subcontractor to T N & Associates (TN&A) of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, which was
contracted by the National Park Service (NPS) to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) and a
General Management Plan Amendment for the EHD in Great Smoky Mountains National Park
(GRSM). In 2003, GRSM made the decision to elevate the EHD planning process from an EA to an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The landscape assessment begun under the EA has been
carried forward to the EIS. During 2003, TRC and TN&A undertook background research, field
survey, data analysis, preparation of a detailed historical chronology, and preliminary mapping. In
2004, the team prepared refined maps and this assessment narrative.

As stated in the project Statement of Work, the primary purpose of the landscape assessment was to
determine if data existed to support the recommendation of cultural landscape management zones in
the EHD. Through the production of plan maps from five identified historic periods, emphasis was
placed on how Euro-American settlement patterns affected spatial organization, land use, and use of
the natural environment. Review of historic maps, photographs, drawings, and texts identified the
topography, vegetation, circulation, natural systems and features, views and vistas, buildings and
structures, and small-scale features in the EHD in each historic period. Understanding the landscape
over time permitted informed analysis of what remains of the significant cultural landscape, as well
as what does not remain or is no longer apparent.

The assessment has determined that the surviving landscape characteristics and features in the EHD
have retained their integrity. Moreover, because the characteristics and features are located in an
NRHP-listed historic district and they retain their integrity, they are recommended contributing to
the EHD. In terms of cultural landscape management zones, the characteristics and features are
evenly distributed throughout the District to the point that the definition of zones is not warranted—
in essence, the EHD is a cultural landscape management zone in and of itself.

Because most of the surviving landscape characteristics and features would remain under six of the
seven alternatives proposed for impact analysis under the current EIS, and because a natural
resource-based alternative—Alternative A, which calls for removal of all manmade features at
ground level or above—is needed to provide a full range of alternatives in the group of alternatives
being studied, another alternative focusing on conservation of the landscape characteristics and
features is not required. Therefore, none of the proposed draft alternatives would have to be
changed or eliminated in the EIS process.

Large-scale cultural and historic landscape maps and a large historic photograph display sheet have
been prepared by TN&A for this assessment and for use at public meetings associated with the EIS.
Reduced copies of the maps are presented as figures in this narrative. Supporting historical graphics,
photographs, and drawings have been assembled and are being submitted under separate cover, as
required by the contract. In addition, the data gathered for this assessment will be utilized by GRSM
to assist public interpretation and education efforts regarding the development of the EHD and the
creation of the National Park.
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Cultural Landscape Assessment

I.INTRODUCTION

During 2003-2004, TRC Garrow Associates (TRC) conducted a cultural and historic
landscape assessment for the Elkmont Historic District (EHD) in Sevier County, Tennessee.
TRC conducted the work as a subcontractor to T N & Associates (TN&A) of Milwaukee,
Wisconsin, which was contracted by the National Park Service (NPS) to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA)/General Management Plan Amendment for the EHD,
which is within the Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GRSM). In 2003, GRSM made
the decision to elevate the EA to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The cultural and
historic landscape assessment begun under the EA has been carried forward with the EIS.
During 2003, TRC and TN&A undertook background research, field survey, analysis,
preparation of a historical chronology, and preliminary mapping. In 2004, the team prepared
refined maps and this assessment narrative.

As dictated in the project Statement of Work, the chief purpose of the cultural and historic
landscape assessment was to determine if data existed that would uphold the
recommendation of cultural landscape management areas or zones within the EHD.
Through the preparation of plan maps from five identified historic periods (see Table 1),
attention was given to how Euro-American settlement and occupation patterns affected land
use, spatial organization, and use of the natural environment. Inspection of historic maps,
photographs, drawings, and textual references identified the topography, natural and
cultural vegetation, circulation, natural systems and features, views and vistas, buildings,
structures, and small-scale features present in the EHD during each of the five historic
periods. Understanding the landscape over time permitted an informed analysis of what
presently remains of the historically significant cultural landscape, as well as what no longer
remains or is no longer apparent.

Table 1. Historic Periods Addressed in the EHD Cultural and Historic
Landscape Assessment.

Pre-National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) Listed Period of Significance: 1880s—1907
NRHP Listed Period of Significance 1908-1942: Sub-period 1908-1913
NRHP Listed Period of Significance 1908-1942: Sub-period 1914-1924
NRHP Listed Period of Significance 1908-1942: Sub-period 1925-1932
NRHP Listed Period of Significance 1908-1942: Sub-period 1933-1942

AN S

Large-scale landscape maps and a large historic photograph display sheet have been
prepared by TN&A for the assessment and for use at EIS-related public meetings. Reduced
copies of the maps appear as figures in Chapter III. Supporting historical graphics,
photographs, and drawings have been assembled and are being submitted under separate
cover. In addition, the data gathered for the assessment will be used by GRSM in public
interpretation and education efforts regarding the development of the EHD and the creation
of the National Park.
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For detailed information describing and locating the individual landscape features at each
cabin and structure within the EHD, refer to the cultural resources baseline report prepared

by TRC.1
Il.METHODS

DATA REVIEW, RESEARCH, AND MAPPING

The process of preparing the cultural and historic landscape assessment for the EHD began
with a review of data provided by GRSM. The data included a CD of select historic drawings
and photographs, text on the history and development of the District, photographs of the
cabins taken in 2001, and current landscape drawings in CAD format prepared by Jerry
McGee, a former GRSM landscape architect. The data also included copies of historic
photographs provided by the public at the various meetings and workshops held in the fall of
2002 for the EA process. Following the data review stage, TRC identified gaps in the existing
data that would need to be filled to satisfy the objectives of the assessment. The purpose of
this exercise was to provide focus to the upcoming research phase so that it could be
executed as efficiently as possible. TRC and TN&A staff then spent one week at the GRSM
archives reviewing and collecting historic drawings, maps, and photographs pertaining to the
broad landscape characteristics and individual landscape features of the EHD during the five
periods listed in Table 1.

The collected data were then organized and analyzed, and the historic drawings, maps, and
photographs illustrating topography, vegetation, watercourses, circulation patterns, and
landscape elements were keyed to their appropriate location within the EHD according to
the applicable cultural and historic landscape period. Histories of Elkmont and textual
references to the landscape were reviewed to obtain descriptions of land use and to aid in the
identification and placement of landscape features illustrated in the drawings, maps, and
photographs. It should be noted that many of the graphic images did not identify the specific
location of the landscape features depicted on them, other than a general location of
“Elkmont” or “Appalachian Club area” or “campground.” TRC and TN&A staff used written
histories, field survey, and cross-checking of other drawings, maps, and photographs to
establish the locations of many of the individual landscape features and to identify the
placement of views shown in the photographs.

TRC and TN&A staff then formulated statements reflecting the overall landscape theme of
each period (see Table 1). These statements summarized the key events that were occurring
in the EHD prior to and during the District’s period of significance. Major changes in land
use and spatial organization served as dividing points in the history of the EHD and were
used to separate that history into defined periods. Each period was then depicted on its own
cultural and historic landscape map (see Chapter III). As part of this exercise, a detailed
historical chronology was prepared listing all of the key events impacting the EHD landscape
between the 1880s and 1942.

FIELDWORK AND ANALYSIS

1 Cleveland, Todd, Larry McKee, Paul Webb, David S. Leigh, Steve Gaddis, and Tasha Benyshek. Cultural
Resources of the Elkmont Historic District, Great Smoky Mountains National Park, Sevier County,
Tennessee. Submitted to Great Smoky Mountains National Park, Gatlinburg, Tennessee, by TRC
Garrow Associates, Atlanta, Georgia, 2002. A copy of the report can be viewed online at
http://www.elkmont-gmpa-ea.com/BaselineRept.html.
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Staff utilized field survey to compare current conditions with the historic appearance of the
EHD. This enabled TRC and TN&A to determine how and to what extent the area had
changed since 1942, the end date of the fifth study period. As noted above, the fieldwork also
assisted in pinpointing the location of several landscape features that could not be accurately
located through documentation. Moreover, there were certain features that were not
discovered during the background research phase that were found during walkovers of the
EHD. The comparison of past and present conditions also helped to determine if surviving
landscape characteristics and features had integrity and, if so, if they should be considered
significant in accordance with the NRHP eligibility criteria (see below).

Following the determinations of integrity and NRHP significance for the surviving landscape
characteristics and features, staff sought to define proposed cultural landscape areas or zones
within the EHD. Due to the nature and location of the landscape characteristics and features
in the EHD, however, it was felt that the District essentially was a single landscape
management zone and that division into smaller areas or zones was not necessary (see further
discussion in Chapter IV).

The final step in the cultural and historic landscape assessment entailed a look at the seven
draft alternatives proposed for impact analysis under the EIS process. This evaluation was
undertaken to determine if the findings of the landscape assessment would affect and/or alter
any of the proposed alternatives. TRC and TN&A staff deduced that because most of the
identified landscape characteristics and features would remain in place under six of the
alternatives—Alternative A calls for removal of all manmade features at ground level or above
in the EHD unless natural resource degradation would occur—none of the alternatives
would have to be changed or eliminated in the EIS process. This information was presented
to GRSM staff at a meeting on January 26, 2004 (see Chapter IV for further discussion).

NRHP ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

According to 36 CFR 60.4, cultural resources that are eligible for the NRHP include
buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts that retain integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and also meet one or more of the
criteria outlined below. Criterion D is most often (but not exclusively) associated with
archaeological resources.

e Criterion A (Event). Association with one or more events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of national, state, or local history.

e Criterion B (Person). Association with the lives of persons significant in the past.

e Criterion C (Design/Construction). Embodiment of distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, or method of construction; or representation of the work of a master; or
possession of high artistic values; or representation of a significant and

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.

e Criterion D (Information Potential). Properties that yield (or are likely to yield)
information important in prehistory or history.
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1. SITE HISTORY

INTRODUCTION

The EHD includes landscape features directly tied to individual buildings and structures,
such as stone walls and planters at the cabins, along with characteristics and features found
District-wide, such as watercourses and roads. The characteristics and features can be
divided into two main groups. The first group includes those characteristics and features that
are indicative of both natural and human-influenced processes, such as spatial organization,
natural systems and features, and land use. The second group includes those characteristics
and features that are evident as physical forms on the landscape, such as circulation,
topography, vegetation, buildings and structures, small-scale features, and views and vistas.
Like the landscape processes, some of the physical forms are natural in origin, while others

are hurnan—inﬂuenced.2

Spatial Organization

The spatial organization of the EHD has been determined by several of the processes and
physical forms noted below. For example, natural systems and features, as well as
topography and vegetation, have dictated in large part how the landscape developed over
time and how humans reacted to the natural conditions they encountered. Choices about
land use have greatly affected the appearance of the landscape over time. Finally, circulation
patterns, heavily influenced by natural features, have played a major role in determining how
the area developed, especially in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

Natural Systems and Features

Natural systems and features in the EHD include the water resources, i.e., the rivers and
streams. The District is drained by the Little River and its tributaries, which include Jakes
Creek and Slick Limb, Catron, Mids, Pine Knot, Tulip, and Bearwallow branches.

Land Use

The history of land use in the EHD—particularly the impact of the Little River Lumber
Company on the birth and development of the Appalachian and Wonderland clubs, and then
in turn the impact of those organizations on the development of the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park—is addressed in detail in the cultural resources baseline report prepared by

TRC.3

2 The landscape terminology used in this chapter is taken from the following sources: Birnbaum, Charles A.,
and Christine Capella Peters (editors). The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties, with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. U.S. Department of the
Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships, Heritage Preservation
Services, Historic Landscape Initiative, Washington, D.C., 1996; Keller, J. Timothy, and Genevieve P.
Keller. National Register Bulletin 18: How to Evaluate and Nominate Designed Historic Landscapes. U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1994; McClelland, Linda Flint, J. Timothy Keller,
Genevieve P. Keller, and Robert Z. Melnick. National Register Bulletin 30: Guidelines for Evaluating and
Documenting Rural Historic Landscapes. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., n.d.

3 Cleveland et al. 2002. A copy of the report can be viewed online at http://www.elkmont-gmpa-ea.com/
BaselineRept.html.
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Circulation

The roads and trails in the EHD are the means of circulation in and through the area. They
functioned that way historically and continue to do so today. Former railroad corridors gave
way to automobile roads, some of which over time gave way to recreational trails. These
corridors—the entry road off Route 73, known as the Elkmont Road or the Elkmont Spur,
Jakes Creek Road, Little River Road/Trail, and the road behind the Wonderland Hotel and
through the Wonderland cabins—brought people into the area and formed the spines
around which the Appalachian and Wonderland clubs developed. This linear pattern of
development was in large part imposed by the area’s topography, but it also was dictated by
the location of lots sold by the Little River Lumber Company, as well as the proximity of
Elkmont town and the logging railroad.

Topography and Vegetation

The ruggedness of the terrain and the density of the forest played a major role in determining
how the area developed—first as a logging operation and then as a resort community. Human
decisions regarding access, circulation, and development options had to be analyzed in terms
of the constraints imposed by the area’s natural conditions. The resulting layouts of the
Appalachian and Wonderland clubs—even the designs of the individual buildings—were
greatly influenced by the area’s natural environment, as well as by manmade constraints,
such as lot location, lot size, and proximity to the logging operations.

Water Features

As humans interacted with the natural environment of the District, they sought ways to
harness the area’s natural watercourses to meet their needs. Dams at the Little River and its
tributaries provided swimming holes and lakes for recreation. Tub mills utilized the power of
flowing water to grind cornmeal and flour, and power plants did the same to produce
electricity. Springheads and cisterns provided sources of clean water for drinking and
cooking. Even the indoor plumbing found throughout the Appalachian and Wonderland
clubs constituted a manmade means of utilizing the area’s natural water resources.

Buildings and Structures

Both by design and necessity, the cabins in the Appalachian and Wonderland clubs were
arranged in certain groupings. The narrowness of the landform between Jakes Creek and
Bearwallow Branch or between Jakes Creek and the foot of the ridge to the east (in the
Society Hill section) necessitated that buildings be built up on the central road, as well as
close to Jakes Creek in a number of instances. Until 1926, the “road” along Jakes Creek
consisted of an unpaved dirt or gravel road paralleling the logging railroad tracks. In 1926,
the Little River Lumber Company removed the rails when it ceased logging operations in the
area, and the railroad right-of-way with the wood ties still intact became the road. In 1933—
1934, the road was improved by the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) and covered with
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crushed stone.# Lot location and size also played a major role in determining the placement
of individual buildings.

Visual inspection of the club areas indicates that the cabins observed a uniform setback from
the road (or railroad in many cases), and this is certainly evident in the Daisy Town section of
the Appalachian Club. This is even apparent as one moves south in the Appalachian Club
area to the Society Hill section. Along the Little River in the Millionaires’ Row section,
available building land was more plentiful, so cabin owners did not have to build right up to
the former rail right-of-way (now a trail). A good example is the Spence Cabin, which is
hidden from the trail and instead is oriented to the river. The Faust Cabin also is more
aligned with Bearwallow Branch than with the trail. Only at the Murphy and Cambier cabins
is there an orientation to the former rail right-of-way—most likely due to the narrowness of
the landform there between the river and the ridge to the south. At the Wonderland Club,
some cabins were constructed right up to the central access road because of the narrowness
of the ridgetop in that particular area. Yet those cabins close to the road usually had a
ridgetop view as well.

Small-Scale Featur es

Most small-scale features within the EHD are located at individual cabins and buildings.
Such features include stone walls along roads, stone retaining walls, stone property boundary
walls, dry laid stone walls enclosing paths or yards, stones used to line walks or paths, and
property or yard fences built of wood, steel, and wire. Other small-scale features include
stone entry steps, mortared stone gate posts and entry walls, and stone patios. Stone planters
can be found at many of the cabins. Other small-scale features are scattered throughout the
District and are not tied to a specific cabin or building. These include stone-faced culverts,
used to carry the various streams and branches in the District beneath the roads. Examples of
such culverts can be found along Catron and Bearwallow branches.

Viewsand Vistas

Historically, the views and vistas within the District were much more abundant and
panoramic, as clear-cutting from logging and limited agriculture had “opened up” the
landscape. In time, the forest returned, resulting in the landscape presently in place.
Accordingly, most current views and vistas are axial in nature, concentrated along roads,
trails, and watercourses. Most of these are historic, dating to the resort era or even earlier, as
some of the road views follow even earlier railroad views. Partial panoramic views are
available at a few high elevation spots in the District: from the Wonderland Hotel porch
looking southwest; from Wonderland Cabins 58-4d through 58-9i looking southeast to
southwest; from the pre-GRSM water tank area near the Kuhlman Cabin looking west-
northwest; and from the GRSM horse barn pasture looking in all directions. These are partial
panoramic views because the forest growth has obscured the once open spaces within the
EHD, leaving only the more distant views of ridgelines and mountaintops beyond the

4 Blythe, Robert W, Great Smoky Mountains National Park, Park Development Historic District (listing
pending, draft National Register of Historic Places Registration Form on file at Great Smoky Mountains
National Park, Gatlinburg, Tennessee, n.d.): 8:16; Maher, Cornelius, and Michael Kelleher, Great Smoky
Mountains National Park Roads & Bridges, Little River Road (Historic American Engineering Record
written historical and descriptive data, HAER No. TN-35-C, available at
http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/hhquery.html, 1996): 12-14; Schmidt, Ronald G., and William S. Hooks,
Whistle Over the Mountains: Timber, Track & Trails in the Tennessee Smokies (Yellow Springs, Ohio:
Graphicom Press, 1994): 75.
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Map 1. 1880s-1907: Pre-Commercial Logging

Table 2. Historical Chronology: 1880s-1907.

Date(s) Event(s)

Swaggerty and Eubanks selectively logging East Fork (upper Jakes Creek/Blanket
Mountain area) using portable sawmill; J.L.. English Company selectively logging
Blanket Creek area; other locals working in other parts of Little River watershed

1900 W.B. Townsend of Pennsylvania visits area with associates to inspect forest; group
forms Little River Lumber Company (LRLC)

1901 Little River Railroad (LRRR) is chartered

1902 Logging by LRLC begins along West F